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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-15,1 9-24, and 33-40 Pending. 
Claims 16-18, and 25-32 Canceled. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 -1 5, 1 9-24, and 33-40 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1-15, 19-24, and 33-40 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Bharat et al. (Improved Algorithms for Topic Distillation in a Hyperlinked 
Environment", Proceedings of the 21st annual international ACM SIGIR conference on Research and 
development in information retrieval, Pages 104-111, ACM, 1998 and referred to hereinafter as Bharat). 

As per Claims 1,19, and 33, Bharat discloses a computing system comprising at 
least one processor and a memory communicatively coupled to said at least one 
processor, a method, and a computer readable medium for adjusting a score of a 
document wherein said score increases in proportion to a number of structurally linked 
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documents endorsing said document (See Page 105, Section 2.1 and Page 106, Section 3 which 
clearly disclose that each node (e.g. document) is assigned an authority score which is comprised of a 
hub score indicative of the number of relevant documents structurally related to the node and an authority 
weight which is indicative the inverse of the number of other documents of the set which are located on 
the same host as the node.), comprising: identifying, using said computing system, a Web 
server defined by at least one of: (A) a server comprising a plurality of Web pages with 
the same symbolic host name, (B) a server comprising a plurality of Web pages 
associated with the same domain, and (C) a server having a plurality of Web pages 

associated with the same IP address (See Page 106, Section 3 which clearly discloses that 
distinct hosts are identified. Examiner notes that a host may be interpreted as any of a symbolic host 
name, domain, IP address, or Web server ); determining on said computing system, an 
adjustment factor in inverse proportion to a number of documents hosted on said Web 
server (See Page 105, Section 2.1 and Page 106, Section 3 which clearly disclose that each node (e.g. 
document) is assigned an authority score which is comprised of a hub score indicative of the number of 
relevant documents structurally related to the node and an authority weight which is indicative the inverse 
of the number of other documents of the set which are located on the same host as the node.) adjusting 

said score as a function of said adjustment factor documents, whereby when said 
number of documents on said Web server increases said score decreases and when 
said number of documents on said Web server decreases said score increases (See 

Page 105, Section 2.1 and Page 106, Section 3 which clearly disclose that the hub score is multiplied by 
the authority weight.); and Storing the adjusted score in said memory (See Table 1 which clearly 
discloses that results are returned to a search engine. Examiner notes that in order for the results to be 
calculated and returned the authority weight must be stored in memory at some point.). 



Application/Control Number: 10/663,933 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2165 

As per Claims 2 and 34, Bharat discloses assigning the score to the document in 
proportion to the number of structurally linked documents endorsing said document (See 
Page 105, Section 2.1 and Page 106, Section 3 which clearly disclose that each node (e.g. document) is 
assigned an authority score which is comprised of a hub score indicative of the number of relevant 
documents structurally related to the node and an authority weight which is indicative the inverse of the 
number of other documents of the set which are located on the same host as the node.). 

As per Claims 3 and 35, Bharat discloses assigning the score in proportion to at 
least one score assigned to at least one of said structurally linked documents endorsing 

said document (See Page 106, Section 3 which clearly discloses that the Hub Score is based on the 
sum of the authority scores of structurally linked documents.). 

As per Claims 4 and 36, Bharat discloses assigning the score in proportion to (A) 
the number of structurally linked documents endorsing said document and (B) at least 
one score assigned to at least one of said structurally, linked documents endorsing said 

document (See Page 105, Section 2.1 and Page 106, Section 3 which clearly disclose that each node 
(e.g. document) is assigned an authority score which is comprised of a hub score indicative of the number 
of relevant documents structurally related to the node and an authority weight which is indicative the 
inverse of the number of other documents of the set which are located on the same host as the node. 
Examiner notes that the Hub Score is based on the sum of the authority scores of structurally linked 
documents.). 
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As per Claims 5 and 37, Bharat discloses assigning the score to the document in 
inverse proportion to the number of outlinks of at least one of said structurally linked 

documents endorsing said document (See Page 105, Section 2.1 and Page 106, Section 3 which 
clearly disclose that each node (e.g. document) is assigned an authority score which is comprised of a 
hub score indicative of the number of relevant documents structurally related to the node and an authority 
weight which is indicative the inverse of the number of other documents of the set which are located on 
the same host as the node. Examiner notes that the Hub Score is based on the authority scores of 
structurally linked documents.). 

As per Claims 6, 22, and 39, Bharat discloses said adjusting includes adjusting 
the score in inverse proportion to the number of documents located on the same 
domain as said document (See Page 106, Section 3 which clearly discloses that distinct hosts are 
identified. Examiner notes that a host may be interpreted as any of a symbolic host name, domain, IP 
address, or Web server.). 

As per Claims 7, 21 , and 38, Bharat discloses said adjusting includes adjusting 
the score to the document in inverse proportion to the number of documents having the 
same symbolic host name as said document (See Page 106, Section 3 which clearly discloses 
that distinct hosts are identified. Examiner notes that a host may be interpreted as any of a symbolic host 
name, domain, IP address, or Web server.). 



As per Claims 8, 23, and 40, Bharat discloses said adjusting includes adjusting 
the score in inverse proportion to the number of documents associated with the same 
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internet protocol (IP) address as said document (See Page 106, Section 3 which clearly 
discloses that distinct hosts are identified. Examiner notes that a host may be interpreted as any of a 
symbolic host name, domain, IP address, or Web server.). 

As per Claim 9, Bharat discloses adjusting the score based upon summing the 
scores of the at least one other document linking to said first document (See Page 106, 
Section 3 which clearly discloses that the Hub Score is based on the sum of the authority scores of 
structurally linked documents.). 

As per Claims 10 and 24, Bharat discloses the structurally linked documents are 
Web pages having hyperlinks and the document is a Web page (See the Abstract and 

Introduction of Bharat which clearly disclose the paper is dealing with the link structure of web pages). 

As per Claim 1 1 , Bharat discloses outputting the adjusted score of the document 
to a component Of a Web search service (See Table 1 which clearly discloses that results are 
returned to a search engine.). 

As per Claim 12, Bharat discloses assigning a set of documents scores higher 
than an average minimum score (See Page 106, Section 4.2 which clearly discloses that the set of 
documents are assigned a starting score and a minimum threshold based on these scores exists. 
Examiner notes that at least some of the documents must, by definition, be assigned scores higher than 
the minimum threshold score.). 
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As per Claim 13, Bharat discloses the set of documents is based on at least one 
of Nielsen ratings, ratings assigned by humans, Web page usage patterns extracted 
from ISP proxy logs, Web page usage patterns extracted from a search engine and 
documents specified according to a user preference (See Page 105, Section 2.1 which clearly 
discloses that the initial set is retrieved from a search engine and therefore based on web page usage 
patterns extracted from a search engine (e.g. a standard web search algorithm).). 

As per Claim 14, Bharat discloses altering the adjusted score of the document 
based upon an additional scoring technique to said adjusted score (See Page 106, Section 

4.1 which clearly discloses that additional relevance scoring is used to adjust the document scores.). 

As per Claim 15, Bharat discloses comparing the adjusted score against said 
additional scoring technique to discover anomalous results (See Pages 106-107, Section 4.2 
which clearly discloses that the additional relevance scoring is used to prune some results of the initial 
set.). 

As per Claim 20, Bharat discloses the score is calculated inversely proportional 
to the number of said at least one source document located on the same Web server 

(See Page 106, Section 3 which clearly discloses that distinct hosts are identified. Examiner notes that a 
host may be interpreted as any of a symbolic host name, domain, IP address, or Web server.). 



Conclusion 
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5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Points of Contact 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael J. Hicks whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2670. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9:00a - 5:30p. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Neveen Abel-Jalil can be reached at (571)272-4074. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Michael J Hicks 
Art Unit 2165 
Phone: (571)272-2670 
Fax: (571)273-2670 

/Neveen Abel-Jalil/ 



Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2165 



